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Introduction

Through our interpretive programsfor school groups, CaliforniaState Parksprovidesavaluable service
to students, teachers, parents, and the statein general. Asfiedtrip destinations, California’sstate parks
areinvaluableto school sinterested in getting students out of the classroom and into theworld beyond
the school boundaries. Ask anyonewho grew up in Californiato namethe most memorable event of
their school yearsand you' relikely to hear “ Seeing the
This was the best field trip | elephant sealsat Afio Nuevo” or “ Touring the State Capitol
QEVECEERELCURINECI(CRSEUIEIN o0 the Railroad Museum” or “Living 1860s-styleat Fort
SULEENECUIRTR U IX- Bl Tejon for aweekend.” Somuch of what studentslearnin
MITTCNREETS MERUEC USRI school fadeswith the passing yearsthat what usually stand the
all of you. test of time are the exceptions--the grand events. From day
eI E IS RERIREBARN 11 psto environmental living overnightstoin-school programs,
CaliforniaState Parks, which servesover 15,000 school
groupsayear, offersopportunitiesfor studentsto learn about our natural and cultura history through
hands-on experiencesand interaction with trained staff and volunteers. Encompassing amind-boggling
array of natural and cultural resources, California sstate parks are the placeswherelasting school
memoriesaremade.

Becausewe play such animportant roleto so many teachersand students, it should be no surprisethat
CdliforniaState Parks has conducted a School Group Program Evaluation survey (SGPE) annually for
thelast fiveyears. The purpose of the SGPE isto assessthe effectiveness of K-12 school group
programsasdetermined by teachers. After al, without feedback from our customers, inthiscase
teachers, improvements can only bemade using aninternal perspective; in other words, we can guess
about what needsimproving, but how do wereally know without asking thosewho useus? Thusthe
SGPE alowsusto collect from teachersdataand anecdotal feedback that will, ideally, giveusingghts
we can usetoimprove our programs.

Background

The SGPE wasdevel oped asaresult of the State L egid ature sinterest in Performance Based Budgeting
(PBB). CdiforniaState Parksresponded to the PBB challenge by establishing goalsfor Core Program
Aress, identifying Interpretation asone of the coreareas. The
outcome measure* Degree of congruity with educational Thank you for making this
curriculafor educational experiencefor K-12” wasestablished S lEUREVEUE I CRIRL)
asonemeasurefor thiscorearea. After beingenteredintoa  [CLEEERSICIICRNIRICER(ofo[Slig[Ely

database by headquarters staff, original survey formsare the state standard with

returned to the respective District I nterpretive Coordinatorsto RIS IRSICRR g R=Ty

be shared with appropriate supervisors and staff and copies experiential learning
areretainedin the Interpretation and Education Division. experience that's exciting and
Survey resultsareshared internally with Superintendentsand ~ [IRZCUEEL]I=S

District Interpretive Coordinatorsand through articlesin The - 4th grade teacher, Escondido

Catalyst, the newd etter dealing with issuesrelated to
interpretationin CaliforniaState Parks.
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Methodology

Survey Form and Period

Jack Shu acted aslead in devel oping the SGPE, and the original survey was devel oped with theinput of
severd individuas. Theseincluded DonnaPozzi, Chief of Interpretation, Bill Andrews, Environmental
Education Chief inthe CaliforniaState Department of Education, and im Hastings, LosAngeles Office
of Education. Jack Shuasoinvolvedloca San Diego areateachersin creating the survey. Thesurvey
form (see Attachment A) hasremained essentially unchanged throughout the SGPE'sfiveyears. It asks
teachersto giveletter grades (A, B, C, D, and F) to the educational content of the program inthefirst
five questionsand then to other i ssues (pre-trip information, logi stics, accommodations, and safety) in
thefour questionson the second page. Teachersareaso

givenan opportunity to providewrittencommentsinresponse  EERVVRSIIIs RE Vsl RIER L]
toanumber of prompts. Teachersreturnthe surveysby 5-6 years ago because we
postage-paid envelopeand are sent afree gift asthanksfor never got a docent; we

completing and returning thesurvey. decided to try again and were

delighted with the quality of

the program.
- 4th grade teacher, Tiburon

Every year since 1998, the SGPE survey period hasrunfrom
January 1through May 15. Thisyear, weextended that time
frameby amonth in order to alow for moresurveysto be
collected and thereforegiveusmore statistically valid results.

Survey Distribution

For thefirst threeyearsof the SGPE, 1,500 survey formsweredistributed to teacherseach year. Each
of thoseyears, thethen-Gold Rush District wasto distribute 500 surveys, with theremaining 1,000
surveysbeing divided among the remaining distri cts (Off-Highway Vehicledigtrictsare not included)
based upon how many school programsthey presented during the previousfiscal year, per data
reported onthe DPR 918 forms. Districtswerethen directed to distribute the surveysthrough their
various park unitsbased on the numbersof school groups served in each unit during the previousfiscal
year.

With the reorganization of the Gold Rush Didtrict, the 2001
Itis wonderful. That's why we and 2002 SGPE moved away fromthisdistributionformula
p|an onit every year and put ands mply directed each district to distri bUteSJrVGVStO 10%
up with the long curvy bus of thetotal number of school groupsserved by thedistrictin
ride. It's well worth it! thepreviousfisca year. Thetotal number of surveys

IO Moo val distributedin each of thesetwo yearswasdlightly higher than
the 1,500 surveysdistributed in 1998-2000.

Arriving at Statewide Averages

Becausethe Gold Rush Didtrict wasdistributing only athird of the survey formsin 1998-2000 while
presenting about half of thetotal programs, during those yearsthe statewide averagefor responseswas
arrived at by averaging the Gold Rush Didtrict’sresultswith those of therest of the state, thereby
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doublingthe*vaue’ of the Gold Rush Digtrict’ sresults. However, becausethe 10% formulawas used
in 2001 and 2002, the statewide averagefor thesetwo yearswassimply an average of all surveys
returned fromall districts. Thischangein methodology doesnot, however, affect our ability to compare
statewide averageresultsacrossall five yearsthe SGPE has been conducted.

Methodology Concerns/Issues

Aswith any survey with abroad geographic distribution, the SGPE hasruninto afew problemswithits
methodology. Primary among theseisthe apparent failure of somedistrictsand park unitsto distribute
therequired number of surveys, or any surveysat al in some

cases. Table1 showsthat our statewidereturnratefell to | recommend this program to
below an acceptablelevel in 2000 (20%isan adequatereturn  RSEES{IEIRIRVERIEN

rate, and 25-30% would beideal) and hasbasically been organized, informative,
steadlily climbing ever since. Full distribution of al surveys, and RSl lla{sBE:laleN<ly]{e)7<Te N o =1L
continuing to giveaworthwhilegift to teacherswho return The docents were extremely
surveys, should help usmaintain and evenimproveour return kind, patient, and informative.

ratesinthefuture. - 4th grade teacher, Santa Maria

Table 2isincluded to show thevariationsinreturn ratesover timefor each division. Becausethe
Northern Division distributesthe vast mgority of the surveys (1,207 in 2002, versus 316 for the Central
Divisonand 167 for the Southern Division), it isunderstandable that the park staff inthat divisionwould
haveamoredifficult timedistributing al their required surveysand therefore end up with alower return
rate. Additionally, teacherscoming to the Capita District (which distributesthe most surveysof any

Table 1. Statewide Return Rates

40% ~
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20% +

15%

10% +
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Years
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district) are often moving from one park unit to another and therefore aremorelikely to be distracted
fromfilling out and returning surveysby thelogistics of herding groups of studentsand parentsbetween
locationswithinan urban area. However, if the department could take stepstoincreasethereturnrate
for that division, it would serveto giveusmore statistically valid statewide resultsinthefuture, aswell as
enableusto establish valid resultsfor theNorthern Division alone.

Table 2. Return Rates by Division

40% -

39%

30% -

---o--- Northern
20% -

) — -m — Central
P A 19% e —a— Southern
. 16% 17%
0, A
10% - 12%
0% | |
1999 2000 2001 2002 Awerage of
All Years

Another issuere atesto the need for random distribution, which in some cases appears not to have
happened. Oftenahigh number of surveyswill comeinfrom one park unit al referencing the sameday
of vigitation, eventhough that unit (or eventhat district) only had afew surveysto distribute over the
entiresurvey period.

Findly, athoughthisisn’ta®problem” but rather acavedt, it should bemadeclear that no district or
divisoncanindividualy havestatistically valid resultsthrough the SGPE. For themost part, districts
don'’t distribute enough surveysto represent the popul ation they serve. Thosethat do distribute enough
surveys, don’t have enough returned to be ableto generate statistics bel ow aten to twenty percent
margin of error, too great amargintorely onsuchdata. Thus
LUCRJeR-UleRzUIGERVSIJNI I the SGPE isonly statisticaly useful asastatewide survey and
the nature walk and the depth should not be used to makedistrict by district or division by
of information given by our division comparisons. However, becausedl origind surveys
guide helped enrich our arereturned to the respective Didtrict I nterpretive
children’s awareness. Coordinators, to then be shared with supervisorsand staff,

g I ICTENCEI AR they can proveimmensaly helpful asanecdotal feedback,
particularly the commentssections
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Survey Results

Therearethree primary waysthe survey results can be used by California State Parksto make

improvementsinour programs.

» Toknow if and how we' re meeting teachers needs, based
onthegradesteachersgiveinreationto certain questions;

»  Toknow moreabout our audienceintermsof gradelevels
and what types of programsthey’ re coming for; and,

» Toget feedback onwhat we' re doing well and on how we
canimprove.

| continue to be impressed with
the educational value of the

State Parks programs.
- 4th grade teacher, Santa Cruz

How Are We Doing?

Inanalyzing our grade point average over the past fiveyears, there aretwo waysof viewing the data:
Comparing average gradesfor each year and comparing gradesfor each question. Ascanbeseenin
Table 3, we' vemaintained aGPA inthe B+/A- rangeover dl fiveyearsof thesurvey. 1tisunknown
why thereiswhat lookslikeadramaticincreasein overal GPA for the 2000 survey year. But thisjump
isn't outside of control limitsand probably shouldn’ t be given much weight becauseweweren’t doing
anything different that year, which then changed by 2001, that can be pointed to asareason for this
increase. Rather 2000 should be viewed asan anomaly, since the 2001 and 2002 resultsare morein
linewithearlier years.

Table 3. Grade Point Averages for All Questions
Combined and for Educational Questions Only
(first five questions)
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Comparing theaverage of gradesover al yearsby question yieldssomeinsghtsthat could prove useful
inmaking improvementsto programs. First, Table4 readily conveysthefact that our pre-trip
information could beimproved. WhileaB/B+ GPA isnothing
IQNEEENe ARl Ri AU {0 sneezeat, itisdefinitely lower than the GPA for the other
children will remember for a questionsasked on thesurvey. Thisisdespitethefact that this
long time! isthe question most often left blank on the returned surveys
g CICECERICASEUNIENY (non-answersare not factored into the grade point averages)
RN 1hocauise so many teachersreceive nothing and therefore
congder thisanon-applicablequestion. Unfortunately, our
second lowest scoring question isthe onethat deal swith our use of current educational pedagogy;
specifically activelearning techniques, group learning, and sengitivity to diversity. Perhapsaswe
improveour program content through our growing emphasison educationa content standards, we' |l
also seeanincreasein the use of techniquesthat will improve our resultsin thisarea, such asusing more
group and interactive activities (often cited asa* biggest contribution” by teachers, aswill be discussed
later inthisreport). It'sasofairly obviousthat we redoing great when it comestologistics,
accommodations, and safety--our three highest GPAS.

Table 4. Grade Point Averages for Individual
Survey Questions
(averages of all years)
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Who Are We Serving?

If weassumethat returned surveysarerepresentative of the school group population asawhole, survey
resultscan a so show usthe gradelevelsof classescoming to our parksand what types of programs
they’ reattending. Table5 showsthat 43% of returned surveysidentified their classesasbeing made up
of 4" graders. (It should be pointed out that afew surveysindicated they had groups made up of
multiple gradelevels, and thisiswhy the percentagesin thistabletotal morethan 100%.) After 4"
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graders, 3 and 5" graders make up another 30%. High school studentsare by far our smallest group,
which makes sense considering the greater restraints placed on teacherstrying to managetaking
students out of multiple coursesto beabletogoonafieldtrip.

Table 5. Specific Grade Levels of Classes
(for all years combined)

50% -

43%

40% +

30% +

20% +

%
10% - 4%

3% 3% 4% 140 2% 206 10

% of Returned Surveys

0% -

Grade Level

Table 6 further emphasizesthe disparity between primary school classes (gradesK through 6) and
secondary school ones(grades7 through 12). Over time, the surveysreturned indicateafairly constant
disparity between thetwo schooling levels, with the percentage of primary school classesnever
dropping below 85%.

Table 6. General Grade Levels of Classes Over Time
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Resultsfrom the 2002 evaluation werea sotallied in relation to thetypes of programstheteachersfilling
out the surveysindicated they had attended. Becausethisitemwasawrite-in answer, Table 7 may not
accurately reflect the actua nature of the programsgiven.
Thereare probably many programsthat did include aspects of
both cultural and natural history, but theteacher merely wrote,
for example, “Misson Life’ or “ Tidepools.” Giventhese
congtraints, it still appearsthat the majority of programs school
groups cometo our parksto experiencefocuson cultural
higtory.

We are so fortunate to have an
authentic Yurok village so near
our school and a ranger so well

adapted to so many grade
levels.

- 4th grade teacher, Cutten

Table 7. Attendance by Program Type (2002)
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General Program Type

What Can We Do Better and How?

By generally categorizing the commentsreceived from teacherswho returned surveysin 2002, we can
make some suppositions about what we can be doing to continue delivering high quality programsto
school groupsand evenimprovethem.

Please continue this program.
| have been an educator for 23
years and this had to be the

Table8 showswhat types of commentswereceived from
teachers, by percentage of surveysreturned, regarding what

they felt wasthebiggest contributionto their students BEST field trip | have taken
experience (the percentagesin thetabletotal morethan 100% | ERIREN

because someteacherslisted morethan oneiteminresponse - Elementary School Teacher, Santa
tothisprompt). State Parksstaff grouped these comments Maria
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into general categoriesin order to determineif therewereany
conclusionsthat could bedrawn fromthem. Thetwo
categoriesthat received the highest number of commentswere
thequality of theinterpreter/guide and theinteractivity of the
program, or, asmany teachersstated, itsbeing “handson.”
Obvioudy, many of our interpretersfor school groupsare

We all feel so fortunate to have
a great park with such informed
and energetic docents. They

know how to educate and
motivate our young students.

Thanks so much!

doing agreat job, and teachersrealizethevaueof having an
- 1st grade teacher, Lakeport

informed guidewho canrelateto students, afar different type
of group than the standard visitor or commercial tour group.
Providing moretrainingin the theories and techniques of working with school groups, especidly primary
school students, will helpimprovetheprogramswegivein unitsthat get alot of visitation by such
groupsand could lead to greater visitation inthose parksthat aren’t at thistime receiving many school
groups. Additionaly, buildingin moreinteractive and hands-on experiencesfor our school group
programswould certainly improvether effectiveness, asmany teachersfed thisisanimportant factor in
information retention.

Table 8. Comments on Biggest Contribution (2002)

50% - 46%

%)
>
1)
> 40% -
@
30% -
8 24% 2204
S 20% - 15%
D 11%
x 10% -
qa .
L 0%
P o) ¢ & ¢
S p N N $
& & &8 o <
@ o O
\'Q}Q 634 o)
\,@
&

General Category of Comments

Table 9 hasbeenincludedinthisreport becauseit specifically relatesto the survey question onwhich
wehavetraditionally scored lowest: Pre-trip information (asdiscussed earlier). Although some
conclusions can be drawn from the survey comments asto what we could do to improvethispart of our
school group program, such as devel oping background information and pre-trip activitiesor lesson
plans, thistable may be even moretdlinginthat the mgjority of surveysreturned had no comments
whatsoever inrelationto thisissue. Perhapschanging thesurvey inafutureyear to focus specifically on
pre-tripinformationwill lead to more useful feedback on thisimportant aspect of the school group

program.
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Table 9. Comments on Ideal Pre-Trip Information (2002)
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General Category of Comments

Recommendations

Therearetwo typesof recommendationsthat result from analysis of the SGPE for thelast fiveyears.
Onerelatesto how we can use survey resultsto makeimprovementsto our programs, and the other
dealswithwhat form the survey itself should takeinfutureyears.

Based upon our high average scoresthroughout thelife of the SGPE, it’sobviousthat we redoing
something right when it comesto the programswe providefor school groups. If wearetotarget our
resourcesin termsof improvements (whichisan undeniablefact considering current budget constraints),
afocusonimproving pre-trip information for teachers (which many parentsand youth group leaders
maly al so appreciate) would seemto be appropriate. Additionally, we should provide moretraining to
interpretersand guideswho work with school groups, or at |east periodicinformation through the
interpreter email listserveand Catalyst, on current pedagogical trends (likebuilding critical thinking
skills, group learning, interactive techniques, etc.).

The docents were fabulous! L _
They maintained student Thesurvey resultsa so offer insight into how we canimprove

interest, respected and valued and changethe SGPE inthefuture. Firs, if divisonsor
bilingualism. The pace was digtrictswant to achievedatistically valid results, amuch
great. The children had fun greater distribution of surveysmust occur. Additiondly,
and learned a lot! athough our high marksmay be dueto thequality of our
e A o Programs, they could alsoreflect aneed to changethe
structure or wording of the survey questions. Perhapsa
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different scoring scale with more stepswoul d be appropriate,
| grew up in Lancaster PA and or we should further explainwhat each questionisasking.
never studied local history, Conducting afew informal focusgroup sessionswith teachers
NI R - EER RGN @ eI Gl and/or parksstaff may lend someinsightsintothisissue.
are a very integral part of Findly, it appearsthat wearedoing quitewell inrelation to
1Ll gl Ta[e eIV gelglllo[=1e Ao TeR1aI-\VANN | OQi Stics, accommodations, and safety, so consideration should
U (o AV TR YA IlCRife ] Ml  be given to using the second page of the survey tofocusona
= CnE el ST RCECTRNIETEN  particular topic of interest in each survey year; e.g., include
detailed questionson pre-trip information or thereservation
system used by theteacher or aparticular programtype, such ascultural resource programs oneyear
and natura resource programsanother.

In conclusion, CaliforniaState Parks should be proud of the
cong stently high gradesand positive anecdotal commentswe
receivefromteachersparticipatinginthe SGPE. But, likeall
endeavors, improvements can always be made, and the survey
resultsof the past five yearscan help ustarget our effortsat
improving both our programsand our eva uation process.
Congratulationsto all our staff who make our parkssucha
wonderful resourcefor teachersand students.

This was a fantastic program!
My parent chaperones were
very impressed, aswas |. The
students all had a wonderful

time. | wantto come next
school year!
- 4th grade teacher, Salinas
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Attachment A District #:
Unit(s) #:
Code:
Staff, please circle below:
Permanent Seasonal Volunteer
2002 SCHOOL GROUP PROGRAM EVALUATION
Date(s) of Visit: Name of Park Program:
Teacher: Grade(s)(circle): K1234567891011 12
Primary Subject for the trip: Number of students:
School: Phone #:
School Address: City: Zip:

Other Information:

For each section, please circle an appropriate letter grade,
A, B, C, D, or F, like a report card

Educational Content of Program Grade:A B C D F
Issues to consider: Did the program present unifying theme(s) and big ideas rather than just
facts? Were ideas presented logically and connected to curriculum? Was the program connected
to the students’ lives and society?

Presentation to the Student Grade:A B C D F
Issues to consider: Were the roles of environmental ethics or responsible citizenship explored?
Did the program promote respect and caring for the society or the environment, without being
dogmatic? Were personal and societal values and conflicting points of view explored in a
context that students could understand?

Usefulness to Students Grade:A B CDF
Issues to consider: Were instructional materials easy for students to use and understand? Was
the program accessible for all students regardless of special needs such as those with limited
English proficiency or learning disabilities? Was the layout of instructional materials for
students interesting and appealing?

Using Current Educational Pedagogy Grade:A B C D F
Issues to consider: Did the program have the students engaged in active learning? Did the
program base the students’ learning on their constructing knowledge through research,
discussion, and application of their findings? Were the instructional materials and presentations
sensitive to social, economic, and cultural diversity? Were group or cooperative learning
strategies used?

Teacher Usability of Materials and Presentations Grade:A B C D F
Issues to consider: Were the learning objectives or outcomes clear and appropriate? How well
did the materials integrate into established curriculum? Were the background materials and/or
additional resources useful to you?
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General Issues
How useful was the pre-trip information (directions, pre-trip activities, resource
materials, what to expect, etc.) provided to you? Grade:A BCD F
What would you have liked?

What did you receive?

How suitable were the logistical arrangements (timing, meeting with people, etc.) for
the trip at the state park? Grade: A B
CDF

What would have been ideal?

What actually happened?

How suitable were the accommodations (restrooms, parking, meeting space, etc.) at the
parKk site(s) you visited? Grade:A BCDF
What would you have liked?

What did you find?

. Were the safety concerns for the trip adequately addressed?
Grade:A B C D F
Comments:

What aspect of the program contributed the most to your students’ education?

Please make any additional comments you have on the program:

THANK YOU! We appreciate you taking the time to give us feedback on your experience.

Please return this form to: Interpretation and Education Division, California State Parks,
PO Box 942896, Sacramento CA 94296-0001
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2002 SCHOOL GROUP PROGRAM EVALUATION
FY 01/02 DISTRICT DISTRIBUTION TABLE

Distribution of surveys is based on the number of in park school group programs given
by each district in 2000/2001 as reported on the district's Annual Interpretive Summary

(DPR 918).

# of # of

District Programs Programs #of Surveys | # of Extra

99/00 00/01 01/02 Surveys
Northern Division
American River*** 226 0 0 0
Capital/670 0 5,886 589 5
Gold Fields/690 0 3,085 308 5
Gold Rush*** 8610 0 0 0
Marin/655* 577 584 58 2
Mendocino/641** 231 203 10 1
North Coast Redwoods/635** 279 346 35 1
Northern Buttes/645* 453 602 60 2
Russian River/640** 0 0 10 1
Sierra/685** 235 228 23 1
Silverado/660 1089 1,140 114 3
Central Division
Bay Area/710* 533 515 52 2
Calaveras/725* 750 435 44 2
Four Rivers/735* 82 92 9 1
Monterey/720 859 1,083 108 3
San Joaquin/730** 130 183 18 1
San Luis Obispo Coast/745** 177 244 24 1
San Simeon/740** 204 242 24 1
Santa Cruz/715** 694 370 37 1
Southern Division
Angeles/915* 371 508 51 2
Channel Coast/910** 41 86 9 1
Colorado Desert/920** 155 126 13 1
Inland Empire/930** 157 121 12 1
Orange Coast/925** 201 233 23 1
San Diego Coast/935* 701 591 59 2
TOTAL 16755 16,903 1690 41

Important: The "Extra Surveys" are to be used only if needed due to loss or damage of Interpretation
and Education distributed surveys. Districts should only distribute the number in bold print.

*

evaluations returned to provide a district measure.

*%*

*** Districts that were realigned into Capitol District and Gold Fields District.

Districts that should consider distributing additional surveys in order to have a sufficient number of

Districts that must distribute evaluations to almost all of their programs to obtain a district measure.
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